This study aimed to investigate how students evaluate their faculty and the effect of gender, expected grade, and college on students' evaluation. The study sample consisted of 5291 students from Tafila Technical University Faculty evaluation scale was used to collect data. The results indicated that student evaluation of faculty was high (mean = 4.14, S.D. = 0.79) and there were statistically significant differences in students' evaluation attributed to students' gender, college and expected grade in the course.
Introduction
Many academic institutions encourage faculty to improve their quality of teaching; so they established centers for faculty development in order to provide student with the best teaching practices, fair assessment and suitable behavior with them. Tafila Technical University established Faculty Development Center since 2010; at the end of each semester routinely the student evaluates the effectiveness and quality of their faculty in teaching, because students' evaluation is mainly the most common method used by the university administration to evaluate faculty. The purpose of faculty evaluation by students may help faculty to identify areas of strength and weakness in order to help them to improve their teaching practices, and provide them with their students' views about them. Faculty evaluation is considered to be one of the most important objectives for any academic institution in order to ensure that these institutions achieved their goals in graduating highly qualified students, provide faculty with feedback about their performance, promote faculty to higher ranks, and provide feedback to the decision makers about faculty. Mellhem (2011) focused on the following instructional tasks that faculty has to do in the classroom: determination of learning outcomes, determination pre-requests for achieving the learning outcomes, planning the suitable instructional strategies to the learning outcomes, providing student with motivation to learn, and choosing the assessment strategies.
The student is considered to be the person who is able to evaluate his/ her teacher; he/ she can determine the characteristics of the good teacher; because he/ she can estimate the effect of the teacher upon his progress. Melhm (2011) summarized the study results of the ideal teacher characteristics from students' perspectives: humanity traits; such as emotional and sympathy for students, ethics which includes: attitudes and values, appearance: clothes and voice, expert in his subject, and leadership. Coburn (1984) indicated that students are the main source of information about the learning environment. Allam (2007) identified 4 competencies that faculty member must had concerning students' assessment: a) appropriate assessment methods and tools, b) suitable application and scoring techniques, c) using the assessment results to improve teaching and assessment strategies, d) provide feedback about assessment to students, parents and decision makers. Barrett (1986) indicated that student-teacher evaluation could be used to develop learning environment. Rubin (1981) identified 5 traits students rated high for ideal faculty: a) expertise, b) professionalism, c) ability to communicate, d) openness to students and their ideas; and e) being nurturing and supportive.
The study of Mcpherson (2006) determined the factors that influence the students' evaluation of the instructors; he found that awarding higher grades to students, large class size and the level of experience of the instructor were the determinants of how students evaluate instructors. Kaylani (2006) indicated that 60% of faculty members in eight Jordanian universities showed unfavorable attitudes toward students' evaluation of faculty members. Large proportion (60%) of faculty members agreed that every instructor should be acquainted with student ratings of his performance. About the same proportion indicates that the way this activity is done should be reconsidered. The study concluded that students' evaluation would not give valid indices of the effectiveness of faculty development programs.
The study of Remedios and Lieberman (2008) used 765 students studying psychology at a Scottish university to determine the influence of grades, workload, expectations and goals on students' evaluations of teaching. The results indicated that grades, course difficulty, and expectations did have small positive influence on faculty rating, but the determinant factor was how much students enjoy or felt stimulated by the course content, which in turn depended upon the quality of teaching.
The study of Kneipp, Kelly, Buiscoe, and Richard (2010) indicated that agreeableness was correlated with instructional quality from student ratings of teachers.
Shaub-de Jong, Schonrock-Adema, Dekker, Verkerk, and Cohen-Schotanus (2011) developed a student rating scale to evaluate teachers competencies for facilitating reflective learning, the scale yielded three components: supporting self-insight, creating a safe environment, and encouraging self-regulation.
Study Statement
This study aimed to evaluate Faculty by their students, precisely the study will answer the following questions: 1) How do the students evaluate faculty?
2) Are their statistical differences in students' evaluation attributed to college?
3) Are their statistical differences in students' evaluation attributed to students' gender? 4) Are their statistical differences in students' evaluation attributed to the final grade that the student expected to have in the course?
Importance of the Problem
This study highlights the effectiveness of student' evaluation of their faculty, provide decision makers with clear information about the learning environment from students' perspectives and the influence of some factors that may affects students' evaluation of the faculty.
Methodology

Design
The study adopted the descriptive approach due to its relevance to answer the study questions.
Study Sample
The sample of the study consisted of one course/ faculty, the number of students involved in evaluation = 5291. 
Instrument
The instrument used to collect data was the faculty evaluation scale, which is used by Faculty Development Center at Tafila Technical University.
Validity
The validity for the instrument was checked during the process of developing it to be used as faculty evaluation scale, at that time it was sent to 10 experts in assessment, curricula, and educational psychology from Jordanian universities, according to their 90% agreement, it was modified and had its final form.
The instrument consisted of 30 items, 4 domains: syllabus (6 items), instruction methods (8 items), assessment (9 items), and faculty personal characters (7 items).
Reliability
Reliability was approved by using internal consistency (Cronbach α equation). A pilot sample consisted of 70 students was used, they were chosen randomly. Table 2 represents the findings of the reliability. 
Procedure
The evaluation scale was administered to the study sample before the end of the selected course used to evaluate the faculty, researcher and co-researchers performed this task, the faculty were asked to leave the class before the students started to respond to the scale, students were asked to express their opinion freely and honestly, they informed that their responses were valuable and will be confidential. The students were asked to respond to each item using likert scale (1= strongly disagree, 2= disagree, 3= neutral, 4= agree, 5= strongly agree). The researcher used the following criteria to describe the means of domains and items of the scale: 1-2.33 low, 2.34-3.64 moderate, and 3.65-5 high.
Variables
Independent variables: Gender (male, female), College (Scientific: Engineering, and Science, Humanity: Education, Business and Arts), Expected grade in the course (less than 59, 60-79, more than 79).
Dependent variable: Evaluation degree of the faculty by students. Statistics: Means, Standard Deviations, MANOVA and post comparison tests were used to answer the study questions.
Results
Question 1
To answer the 1 st question (How does the student evaluated faculty?) Means and standard deviations were used. Table 3 represents the findings of this question. According to table 3 the students evaluation of the faculty was high (mean = 4.14, S.D = 0.79), all domains of the scale were also high, the highest one was personal characteristics (mean = 4.17, S.D = 0.85), then assessment and instruction methods with equal mean (mean = 4.15), while the lowest domain was the syllabus (mean = 4.05, S.D = 1.03). 
Question 2
To answer the 2 nd question (Are their statistical differences in students' evaluation attributed to college?) means, standard deviations and MANOVA were used. Table 4 represents the means and standard deviation for faculty according to college. According to Table 4 Education College had the highest mean in all domains, while Engineering College had the lowest in all domains, in order to indicate if these differences in means were significant, Wilks' Lambda was used, Table 5 represent the findings. According to Table 5 there were significant differences in students' evaluation of the faculty attributed to college. In order to determine the dependent variables resulted in college effect MANOVA was used. Table 6 represents the findings. In order to determine to which faculty these differences are in favor of. * α = 0.05. Table 7 the differences were significant in the favor of Education College in all domains and for Art College in syllabus, instruction and personal characteristics.
As shown in
Question 3
The 3 rd question: Are their statistical differences in students' evaluation attributed to students' gender?
To answer this question means and standard deviation were used. Table 8 represents the findings of the students' evaluation according to their gender. According to Table 8 female students' evaluation was higher than male students, MANOVA was used and it is found that the differences were significant in favor of females for syllabus, instruction and assessment domains, while the difference was not significant for personal characteristics. Tables 9 and 10 represent the above findings. 
Question 4
The 4 th question: Are their statistical differences in students' evaluation attributed to the final grade that the student expected to have in the course? To answer this question means and standard deviations were calculated, Table 11 represents the findings. The results from Table 11 indicates that students who expected higher grades (> 79) were highly evaluated faculty, while students with lower grades (less than 59) gave low evaluation to their faculty, Wilks' Lambda and MANOVA were used to examine if these differences were statistically significant, table 12 and 13 represents these findings using Wilks' Lambda. As indicted in table 12 the differences were significant. Table 13 represents MANOVA analysis for the effect of expected final mark upon domains of evaluation. Table 13 indicated that the final mark had significant effect upon students, evaluation on all evaluation domains. Tuky test for post comparisons was used and it is found that these differences were significant in the favor of high expected grades (> 79).
Discussion
The results indicated high evaluation of the faculty from their students. This may due to the fact that Tafila Technical University was a new university and had an enthusiastic faculty and most of them were graduated from well known, high ranked universities, and it may also due to the competitive process in selecting them to be employed at the university.
Humanity college faculty (Education, Arts, and Business) had higher evaluation compared to the faculty from scientific colleges (Science and Engineering ) this may be resulted from the nature of courses the faculty studied during their academic life and the nature of courses they used to teach to their students; these courses had a humanity nature, education college used to train others how to deal with students, how to taught them using different instructional methods and assessment strategies. This also could be due to the fact that most of the students in scientific colleges were males, and according to this study results males evaluated faculty lower than females.
The results indicated that students who expected higher marks in the course evaluated faculty higher than those who expected lower marks, This could be explained according to the psychological issues: highly achieved students are more motivated to study and they know exactly what is going on the learning environment, while the low achievers had to find excuses for their low achievement by attributing their failure upon outside factors; one of these factors was faculty, so they gave them low evaluation, this result was similar to the finding of Allam (2007) , McPherson (2006) , Remedios and Liberman (2008), and wright (2000) .
Female students evaluated faculties higher than males, this could be explained by the fact that females were more motivated and had higher achievement than males, so they were more familiar with learning environment than males, so they may be accurate in evaluation than males, or it could be due to the physiological nature of females, they were more sympathy and kind compared with the males, this result was similar with the finding of Baldwin and Blattner (2003) .
Conclusion
The study was designed to find how students evaluate their faculty and the effect of gender, expected grades, and college on their evaluations. in Summary, the results indicated that grades, gender, and college affect students' evaluation of faculty. 
Recommendations
With respect to future research, it would be helpful to take into consideration other factors which may affect students' evaluation of faculty such: course difficulty, experience of instructors, class size, students' academic level, time the course had been taught, and faculty gender. Other studies should be conducted to compare between students' evaluation of the faculty in the same college. The researcher also recommends investigating the ideal instructor from students' perspectives.
